PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Shannon Court Limted Partnership
DOCKET NO.: 01-25627.001-C 2

03-21092. 001-C- 2
PARCEL NO.: 06-26-365-005

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board
(hereinafter PTAB) are Shannon Court Limted Partnership, the
appel lant, by attorney Christopher OCakes with the law firm of
Cox, Oakes and Associates in Northbrook and the Cook County Board
of Review by Cook County State's Attorney John Coyne.

The subject property consists of a 12,200 square foot parcel of
and containing a 29-year old, masonry, five-story, apartnent
bui | di ng. The inprovenent contains 49 units and 43,652 square
feet of net rentable area. The appellant, via counsel, argued
that there was unequal treatnent in the assessnent process of the
| and and the i nprovenent as the basis for this appeal.

The PTAB finds that these appeals are within the sanme assessment
triennial, involve conmmon issues of l|aw and fact and a
consol i dation of the appeals would not prejudice the rights of
the parties. Therefore, under the Oficial Rules of the Property
Tax Appeal Board, Section 1910.78, the PTAB consolidates the
above appeal s.

In support of the equity argunent, the appellant submtted a
brief from the appellant's attorney, a copy of the 1998 PTAB
appeal decision, the circuit court decision of the adm nistrative

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the Cook County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

DOCKET # PI N LAND | MPRVMNT TOTAL
01-25627. 001-C- 2 06-26-365-005 $12,078  $261, 912 $273, 990
03-21092. 002- G2 06-26-365-005 $10,980  $196, 434 $207, 414

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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revi ew appeal of the 1998 decision, and an analysis titled "Study
of Conparable Assessed Value of Apartnment Comrunities Hanover
Townshi p, Cook County, Illinois". In the 2003 appeal, the
appellant also submtted 2001 and 2002 incone statenents, the
2002 rent rolls, and four market value conparables to evidence
their assessed val ues based on the sale price.

At hearing, the appellant called its witness, Kevin Mrse. M.
Morse testified that he has worked within commercial real estate
for the last 17 years with the last 10 in multi-fam |y housing as
an executive. He indicated that he also has a real estate
broker's license in Illinois and I ndiana and a certification from
the National Apartnment Association as a Certified Apartnent
Property Supervisor.

M. Mrse testified that during the 2001 and 2003 assessnent
years, he supervised the managenent of the subject property which
i ncluded making frequent visits to the property, reviewng the
financial statenments, reviewing the rent rolls, and being
involved in tax appeal natters.

M. Mrse testified that he prepared the two docunents entitled
Study of Conparable Assessed Value of Apartnent Comunities
Hanover Townshi p, Cook County, Illinois, dated February 21, 2003
whi ch was marked as Appellant's Exhibit #1 and the one dated June
30, 2003 which was marked Appellant's Exhibit #2. M. Mrse
stated that he gathered information about the subject property
and conparable properties and conpiled this information in the
studies. M. Mrse then sunmmarized each section of Appellant's
Exhi bits #1 and #2.

As to the introduction section of the exhibits, M. Mrse
testified part of this section indicates the criteria used in
establishing a conparable property. This criteria was:
properties located within a two mle radius of the subject; those
that had simlar gross rent per square foot; heat was included in
the rent for the conparables; and the properties were all | ocated
wi t hi n Hanover township. In establishing the gross rent per
square foot for each suggested conparable, M. Mirse testified
that he telephoned either the property manager or the |andlord
for the properties to gather information on the property. M.
Morse testified he toured all the suggested conparabl es either by
inspecting the interior of the units and/or walking around the
exterior. M. Mrse stated he reviewed third party data, such as
a property database, to confirm the square footage of the
suggest ed conpar abl es.

Section 2 of appellant's exhibits contains a col ored photograph,
assessnent data, and description of the subject property. M.
Morse testified he took the photograph of the subject property in
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2001 and it is an accurate depiction of the property for both the
2001 and 2003 assessnent year. M. Mrse testified that the only
difference between the data in the exhibits is that the 2003
assessnent was reduced by the assessor and this information is
contained in Appellant's Exhibit #2. In addition, M. Morse
stated there was a slight reduction to the 2003 assessnent by the
board of review that was not reflected in the exhibit.

Assessnent data and descriptions of the suggested conparabl es as
well as colored photographs are contained in section 3 of the
exhibits. As to conparables #1, #2 and #3, M. Mrse testified
he took the photographs of the properties and gathered the
description of the properties from a CoStar report. M. Mrse
testified he confirnmed the descriptions by speaking with the
property nmanagers or owners. M. Morse stated all three
conparables are |ocated down the road from the subject, are in
the sane type of devel opnent, were built at the sanme tinme, nost
likely by the sanme devel oper, contain the same nunber of units,
have the sane amenities, and |ook identical to one another. M.
Morse testified these properties have access to |aundry
facilities.

As to suggested conparable #4, M. Mrse testified that this
property is located just down the road from the subject. M.
Morse wote the description for this conparable after gathering
i nformati on about the property during a tour of the property with
a representative from the |easing office. M. Mrse testified
this property was renpdeled in 1999 and anenities included a
cl ubhouse, a pool and laundry facilities. M. Mrse stated the
subject property also access to a clubhouse, pool and |aundry
facilities.

M. Mrse testified the only difference between the exhibits for
the suggested conparables is the assessnments for these
properties. The assessed values for the 2003 assessnent year
decrease for all the suggested conparables from the 2001
assessnment year.

Section four of appellant's exhibits is a map of the subject
property and the suggested conparables. M. Mrse testified the
suggested conparables are all located within the Lake Street
corridor between Route 59 and the Elgin O Hare expressway. M.
Morse indicated this area is within two mles of the subject

property.

M. Mrse testified that he prepared section five of the
exhibits. This section is a sumary of the rental information
gathered for the subject property and the suggested conparabl es.
The information includes the nunber of units, the style of the
units, the rent, the square footage of the units and the rent per
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square foot. M. Mrse stated the subject property total rent
for both the 2001 and 2003 assessnent years was $11.58 per square
foot of rental area and the conparables range in rent from $11. 64
to $11.88 per square foot of rental area. M. Morse testified
this is a narrow margin which shows the properties are
conpar abl e.

In section six of the appellant's exhibits, M. Mrse summarized
the assessed values for the subject property and the suggested
conpar abl es. M. Mrse stated this section lists the square
footage of the land and inprovenents for the subject and the
suggest ed conparables as well as their assessed values. M. Mrse
testified that the differences between exhibit #1 and exhibit #2
are the differences in the assessnent anmounts and the assessnent
amounts per square foot.

M. Mrse testified he was famliar with the land size of the
subj ect because he has been involved in its managenent and that
he ogathered the land size information for the suggested
conparables from either the assessor's property characteristic
printouts, CoStar Conps or a multiple listing service. M. Mrse
then testified he believed he gathered the land information from
plat maps for the properties. M. Mrse testified that the
suggested conparables' |and assessnents for 2001 were all $.99
per square foot while the subject's |and assessnent was $1. 32 per
square foot. M. Mrse then testified the subject's |and
assessment for 2003 was $1.20 while the suggested conparables
were all assessed at $.90 per square foot.

As to the inprovenents, M. Mrse testified that for the 2001
assessnent year the subject property was assessed at $9.59 per
square foot of rental area while the conparables' inprovenent
assessnments ranged from $4.04 to $7.53 per square foot of rental
area. In regards to the 2003 assessnent year, M. Mrse testified
the subject's inprovenent was assessed at $8.72 per square foot
and the suggested conparables were assessed from $3.67 to $5.61
per square foot of rental area.

Section seven of appellant's exhibits lists the current
assessnent for the subject property for 2001 and 2003,
respectively. Each exhibit then lists the land and i nprovenent
assessnents that the appellant is requesting.

During cross examnation, M. Mrse testified in regards to
gathering information of the suggested conparables that he did
not recall the exact nanme of the people he spoke to or the exact
date of when the tel ephone calls were nade. M. Morse testified
that he confirmed the information provided in the telephone
conversations by |ooking at other sources and conparing the
properties to each other. M. Mrse than gave an exanple of how
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suggested conparables #1, #2 and #3 are alnobst identical
properties and the square footage and unit styles should be
roughly the sane. If any property nmanager or owner provided
i naccurate information, this would be noticeabl e.

The board of review submtted "Board of Review Notes on Appeal"
wherein the subject's 2001 |and assessnment was $16.104 or $1.32
per square foot and the inprovenent assessnment was $418,599 or
$9.59 per square foot of rentable area and the 2003 |and
assessment was $14,640 or $1.20 per square foot and the
i nprovenment assessnent was $360,359 or $8.26 per square foot of
rentabl e area. The board also submitted raw sale information for
a total of nine properties suggested as conparable to the
subj ect. These conparables are all located within the subject's
mar ket and are inproved with one to four buildinga, two or three-
story, masonry or frame, apartnent buildings or conplexes. These
buil dings range: in age from 17 to 40 years; in units from24 to
120; and in inprovenment size from 14,700 to 99, 000 square feet of
gross or rentable area wth three sizes estimtes. The
conparables sold from Septenber 1999 to My 2002 for prices
rangi ng from $813,822 to $4, 900,000 or from $49.49 to $93. 37 per
square foot of gross or rentable area. At hearing, the board of
review rested on the evidence.

In rebuttal, the appellant's attorney argued that the board of
review s evidence does not address the appellant's appeal based
on uniformty of the assessnents. The appellant submtted the
assessed values for the board of review s sales properties, wth
the exception of one property located in DuPage County, to
establish that these properties are under assessed based on their
sal e prices.

After considering the evidence and review ng the testinony, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal.

Appel l ants who object to an assessnent on the basis of |ack of
uniformty bear the burden of proving the disparity of assessnent

val uations by clear and convincing evidence. Kankakee County
Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 131 IIl. 2d 1, 544
N.E.2d 762 (1989). The evidence nust denonstrate a consistent
pattern  of assessnent inequities wthin the assessnent
jurisdiction. Proof of assessnment inequity should include
assessnent data and docunentation establishing the physical,
| ocational, and jurisdictional simlarities of the suggested

conparables to the subject property. Property Tax Appeal Board
Rul e 1910.65(b). Mathematical equality in the assessnent process
is not required. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute
one is the test. Apex Mdtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill. 2d 395,
169 N E. 2d 769 (1960). Having considered the evidence presented,
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the PTAB concludes that the appellant has nmet this burden and
that a reduction is warranted.

The appel | ant presented assessnent data on a total of four equity
conmparables. The PTAB finds these conparables simlar to the
subject. The testinony shows the conparables are |ocated within
two mles of the subject property, have simlar rental units and
anmenities, and all have heat included in the rent. The PTAB finds
that this evidence along with the narrow rental price per square
feet of rental area establish the conparability of the properties
to the subject.

As to the land, the conparables range in size from 33,472 to
388, 029 square feet and have |and assessnments of $.99 per square
foot for 2001 and $.90 per square foot for 2003. |In conparison,
the subject property's land assessnents for 2001 of $1.32 per
square foot and $1.20 per square foot for 2003 fall above the
assessnments of the conparables. As to the inprovenents, the
conparables range in size from 19,800 to 190,080 square feet of
rental area and in inprovenent assessnents from $3.67 to $7.53
per square foot of rental area for both the 2001 and 2003
assessnent years. In conparison, the subject's inprovenent
assessment of $9.59 per square foot of rental area for 2001 and
$8.72 per square foot of rental area for 2003 falls above the
range established by these conparabl es.

The PTAB accorded little weight to the board of review s evidence
because they failed to submt evidence that addressed the
appellant's equity appeal. The board's evidence of unadjusted
sales information did not include any assessnent information.
The assessnent information provided by the appellant in rebuttal
shows that the properties submitted by the board of review were
assessed at a value substantially less than the sale price. In
addi tion, the board of review submtted a property |located within
DuPage County which does not assess property at the sane |level as
Cook County.

As a result of this analysis, the PTAB further finds that the
appel | ant has adequately denonstrated that the subject's
i nprovenent was inequitably assessed by clear and convincing

evidence and that a reduction for both the 2001 and 2003
assessnent years are warranted.
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This is a final adm nistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[I'linois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: April 25, 2008

@;ﬁmﬂa@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
conplaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’' s deci sion, appeal the assessnment for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJUST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLCOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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